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DISCUSSION: The application for permanent resident status under the Legal Immigration 
Family Equity (LIFE) Act was denied by the Director, Los Angeles, California, and is before the 
Administrative Appeals Office (AAO) on appeal. The appeal will be dismissed. 

The director denied the application because the applicant had not demonstrated that he had 
continuously resided in the United States in an unlawful status since before January 1, 1982 
through May 4, 1988 as required by section 1 104(c)(2)(B) of the LIFE Act. 

On appeal, counsel reiterates the applicant's claim of continuous residence in this country for the 
requisite period and asserts that the applicant has submitted evidence in support of such claim. 
Counsel contends that the applicant utilized the a l i a s e s ,  and 

in addition to his own name during the requisite period. Counsel notes that documentation 
from the Social Security Administration and State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
reflected the applicant's use of these aliases. Counsel provides copies of previously submitted 
documents in support of the appeal. 

An applicant for permanent resident status under section 1104 of the LIFE Act must establish 
entry into the United States before January 1, 1982 and continuous residence in the United States 
in an unlawful status since such date and through May 4, 1988. Section 1104(c)(2)(B) of the 
LIFE Act and 8 C.F.R. 5 245a. 1 l(b). 

The applicant has the burden to establish by a preponderance of the evidence that he or she has 
resided in the United States for the requisite periods, is admissible to the United States under the 
provisions of section 212(a) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (Act), and is otherwise 
eligible for adjustment of status under this section. The inference to be drawn from the 
documentation provided shall depend on the extent of the documentation, its credibility and 
amenability to verification. 8 C.F.R. 5 245a. 12(e). 

Although the regulation at 8 C.F.R. 5 245a.2(d)(3) provides an illustrative list of 
contemporaneous documents that an applicant may submit in support of his or her claim of 
continuous residence in the United States in an unlawful status since prior to January 1, 1982 to 
May 4, 1988, the submission of any other relevant document including affidavits is permitted 
pursuant to 8 C.F.R. 5 245a.2(d)(3)(vi)(L). 

The "preponderance of the evidence" standard requires that the evidence demonstrate that the 
applicant's claim is "probably true," where the determination of "truth" is made based on the 
factual circumstances of each individual case. Matter of E-M-, 20 I&N Dec. 77, 79-80 (Comm. 
1989). In evaluating the evidence, Matter of E-M- also stated that "[tlruth is to be determined not 
by the quantity of evidence alone but by its quality." Id. At 80. Thus, in adjudicating the 
application pursuant to the preponderance of the evidence standard, the director must examine 
each piece of evidence for relevance, probative value, and credibility, both individually and 
within the context of the totality of the evidence, to determine whether the fact to be proven is 
probably true. Id. 
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Even if the director has some doubt as to the truth, if the petitioner submits relevant, probative, 
and credible evidence that leads the director to believe that the claim is "probably true" or "more 
likely than not," the applicant or petitioner has satisfied the standard of proof. See U.S. v. 
Cardozo-Fonseca, 480 U.S. 421, 431 (1987) (defining "more likely than not" as a greater than 
50 percent probability of something occurring). If the director can articulate a material doubt, it 
is appropriate for the director to either request additional evidence or, if that doubt leads the 
director to believe that the claim is probably not true, deny the application or petition. 

At issue in this proceeding is whether the applicant has submitted sufficient credible evidence to 
meet his burden of establishing his continuous unlawful residence in the United States during the 
requisite period. Here, the applicant has failed to meet this burden. 

The applicant made a claim to class membership in a legalization class-action lawsuit and as 
such, was permitted to file a Form 1-687, Application for Temporary Resident Status Pursuant to 
Section 245A of the Act, on December 29, 1989. At part #4 of the Form 1-687 application where 
applicants were asked to list other names used or known by, the applicant listed - 
" and " '  Subsequently, the applicant filed his Form 1-485 LIFE Act 
application on July 19, 2001. With the Form 1-485 LIFE Act application, the applicant included a 
Form G-325A, Report of Biographic Information. At that part of the Form G-325A biographic 
report where applicants were asked to list all other names used, the applicant listed = 
' and '- 

In cases where an applicant claims to have met any of the eligibility criteria under an assumed 
name, the applicant has the burden of proving that he or she was in fact the person who used that 
name. 8 C.F.R. $245.2(d)(2)(i). 

The most persuasive evidence of common identity is a document issued in the assumed name 
which identifies the applicant by photograph, fingerprint or detailed physical description. Other 
evidence which will be considered are affidavit(s) by a person or persons other than the 
applicant, made under oath, which identify the affiant by name and address and state the affiant's 
relationship to the applicant and the basis of the affiant's knowledge of the applicant's use of the 
assumed name. Affidavits accompanied by a photograph which has been identified by the affiant 
as the individual known to the affiant under the assumed name in question will carry greater 
weight. Other documents showing the assumed name may serve to establish the common identity 
when substantiated by corroborating detail. 8 C.F.R. $ 245.2(d)(2)(ii). 

In support of his claim of continuous residence in this country since prior to January 1, 1982, the 
applicant submitted a letter containing the letterhead of United Fabrics in Los Angeles, 
California that is signed by who listed his position as president. n o t e d  
that the applicant was a regular customer of this establishment who made purchases of 
upholstery materials from 1982 to 1991. indicated that the applicant used the name 

as well as his given name. However, the probative value of this letter is minimal as 
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statement was not made under oath, failed to list the applicant's address, 
and did not state the basis of his knowledge of the applicant's use of the assumed 
name, all of which are required by 8 C.F.R. 5 245.2(d)(2)(ii). The probative value o- 
testimony is further diminished by the fact that the letter is not accompanied by a photograph of 
the applicant which has been identified by as the individual known to him under the 
assumed name. Moreover, - testimony lacks sufficient detail and verifiable 
information to otherwise corroborate the applicant's claim of residence in the United States since 
prior to January 1, 1982. 

The applicant included affidavits signed by a n d  who both 
stated that they had personal knowledge that the applicant lived in Los An eles California since 
December 1981 and January 1982, respectively. ~ 0 t h  and noted that 
the applicant used the name - as well as his given name. Regardless, the 
probative value of this letter is severely diminished as neither affiant listed the applicant's 
address or stated the basis of their knowledge of the applicant's use of the assumed name as 
required by 8 C.F.R. 4 245.2(d)(2)(ii). The probative value of the testimony of both- 
and is lessened further because neither affidavit is accompanied by a photograph 
of the applicant which has been identified by the affiants as the individual known to them under - - 
the assumed name. Additionally, the testimony of both and does not 
contain specific information and pertinent detail to substantiate the applicant's claim of residence 
in this country for the requisite period. 

The applicant provided an affidavit that is signed b y  ~ r .  declared 
that he had personal knowledge that the applicant lived in Los Angeles, California since 
December 198 1 and had used the names - and as well as 
his given name. Nevertheless, the probative value of this affidavit is minimal as - 
failed to list either the applicant's address or state the basis of his knowledge of the applicant's 
use of the assumed name as required by 8 C.F.R. 5 245.2(d)(2)(ii). The probative value of -1 

testimony is further diminished by the fact that the letter is not accompanied by a 
photograph of the applicant which has been identified by as the individual known to 
him under the assumed name. Furthermore, - testimony lacks relevant detail and 
verifiable information to otherwise corroborate the applicant's claim of residence in the United 
States for the period in question. 

The applicant submitted an affidavit signed by who attested to the applicant's 
residence in Los Angeles, California since September 1982. However, the testimony of 

is general and vague and lacked sufficiently detailed information to be probative to the 
applicant's claim of residence in the United States for the requisite period. 

The applicant provided computer printouts from both the Social Security Administration and 
State of California Department of Motor Vehicles which have been represented as reflecting his 
use of the aliases and - 
D. However, the applicant failed to include the a l i a s e s , ,  and 
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Form G-325A biographic report where-applicants were asked to list other names used or known 
by. The applicant failed to provide any explanation as to why these additional aliases were not 
listed on either the Form 1-687 application of the Form G-325 biographic report. Further, the 
listing of aliases in these computer printouts reflects information reported by the applicant 
himself to the Social Security Administration and State of California Department of Motor 
Vehicles, rather than information based upon documents or records possessed by these 
governmental agencies establishing the applicant's use of the claimed aliases. Moreover, the 
computer printouts from both the Social Security Administration and State of California 
Department of Motor Vehicles fail to provide any information reflecting the dates the applicant 
purportedly utilized the aliases listed in each respective printout. 

The director determined that the applicant failed to submit sufficient evidence demonstrating his 
residence in the United States in an unlawful status since prior to January 1, 1982. The director 
concluded that the applicant was not eligible to adjust to permanent residence under section 1104 
of the LIFE Act, and, therefore, denied the Form 1-485 LIFE Act application on August 2,2004. 

On appeal, counsel reiterates the applicant's claim of continuous residence in this country for the 
reauisite ueriod and asserts that the auulicant has submitted evidence in suuuort of such claim. 

I I 

counsel contends that the applicant utilized the aliases , and 
in addition to his own name during the requisite period. Counsel notes that documentation 

from the Social Security Administration and State of California Department of Motor Vehicles 
reflected the applicant's use of these aliases. However, the evidence submitted by the applicant 
relating to his residence in the United States for the requisite period as well as his use of multiple 
aliases lacks sufficient detail and contains little verifiable information to confirm either his 
residence in this country for the period in question or the use of such aliases. 

Doubt cast on any aspect of the evidence may lead to a reevaluation of the reliability and 
sufficiency of the remaining evidence. It is incumbent upon an applicant to resolve any 
inconsistencies in the record by independent objective evidence, and attempts to explain or 
reconcile such inconsistencies, absent competent objective evidence pointing to where the truth, 
in fact, lies, will not suffice. See Matter of Ho, 19 I&N Dec. 582 (BIA 1988). 

The absence of sufficiently detailed supporting documentation seriously undermines the 
credibility of the applicant's claim of residence in this country for that period since prior to 
January 1, 1982 through May 4, 1988, as well as the credibility of the documents submitted in 
support of such claim. Pursuant to 8 C.F.R. 5 245a.l2(e), the inference to be drawn from the 
documentation provided shall depend on the extent of the documentation, its credibility and 
amenability to verification. The applicant has failed to submit sufficient credible documentation 
to meet his burden of proof in establishing that he has resided in the United States for the entire 
requisite period by a preponderance of the evidence as required under both 8 C.F.R. 5 245a.l2(e) 
and Matter of E- M-, 20 I&N Dec. 77. 
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Given the applicant's reliance upon documents with minimal or no probative value and the 
conflicting and contradictory testimony contained in the record, it is concluded that he has failed to 
establish continuous residence in an unlawful status in the United States from prior to January 1, 
1982 through May 4, 1988 as required under section 1104(c)(2)(B) of the LIFE Act. The 
applicant is, therefore, ineligible for permanent resident status under section 1104 of the LIFE 
Act. 

ORDER: The appeal is dismissed. This decision constitutes a final notice of ineligibility. 


